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PATENT 



Attorney Docket No. IBM/199 
Confirmation No, 1378 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



Applicant: Linda D. Edd et al. 
Serial No.: 09/871,920 
Filed: June 1, 2001 



Art Unit: 2176 

Examiner: William L. B ashore 

Atty. Docket No.: IBM/199 



For AUTOMATED MANAGEMENT OF INTERNET AND/OR WEB SITE CONTENT 



Mail Stop Appeal Brief - Patents 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 
This application is assigned to International Business Machines Corporation, of Armonk, 
New York. 



There are no related appeals or interferences. 

ffl. STATUS OF CLAIMS 
Claims 1-50 and 59 are pending in the Application, with claims 22, 26-28, 32, 42, 45-46 
and 50 each being once amended, claims 51-58 being canceled, and claim 59 being added All 
pending claims stand rejected, and are now on appeal. 



No amendments have been filed subsequent to final rejection (Paper mailed 08/16/2005). 



APPEAL BRIEF 



H. RFJ ATRn A PPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 



IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
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V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 
Applicants' invention is generally directed to an apparatus, program product, and method 
in which content from a content-controlled database (e.g., web pages or other files maintained in 
a web site) is managed using a content management record linked to each content-controlled 
content item in the database. Each content management record is utilized in conjunction with a 
multi-stage content management process, where at least one stage is a review stage during which 
approval of an associated content item for a content management record is obtained. As a result 
of receiving appropriate approval, such an associated content item may be promoted and made 
available to users of the content-controlled database, with the content management record 
updated to reflect such a status of the associated content item. (Application, p. 4, II. 1-12). 
Support for the subject matter of independent claims 1 , 32, 50 and 59, all of which recite 
Applicants' invention to various extents, may be found in the Application at p. 4, 11. 1-12, p. 7, 11. 
1-9, p. 9, 11. 1-18, p. 11, 11. 3-20, and p. 13, 11. 3-11. 

Applicants 1 invention, in particular, addresses a need that has arisen as a result of the 
increased importance, complexity and extent of web sites and other online content. For many 
enterprises, web sites function as an electronic "front door" to its customers and business 
partners, and as a result the quality, accuracy, completeness of the information, or "content", 
presented on a web site, as well as the functionality and navigability of the web site, can have a 
significant effect on customer and business partner relations (Application, p. 2, 11. 3-12). In 
addition, as with any published content (whether electronic or non-electronic in nature), web site 
content can potentially expose an enterprise to significant legal liability, and often necessitate 
that legal personnel review the content on a regular basis to ensure that it complies with 
applicable laws (Application, p. 2, 11. 12-22). Web sites may also be international in nature, and 
require that content be made available in multiple languages, requiring the content in each 
language to be consistent across the web site. 

Web sites are also typically in a constant state of flux, with new information being added 
nearly every day. Due to the volume of information, and the various types of reviews that must 
be undertaken to produce and maintain a high quality web site, most web sites require the 
collaboration of a large number of individuals, including the authors that create content, the web 
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developers that format the content into appropriate HTML documents with a consistent look and 
feel, and various managers and reviewers that ensure content accuracy, currency and compliance 
with legal requirements (Application, p. 3, 11. 3-15). 

Given the significant manpower resources required to create and update a web site, 
management of a web site, in general, is often cumbersome and extremely manually-intensive. 
Given also the large number of individuals that may be involved with various aspects of web site 
development and updating, interfacing the various individuals to ensure that all content is 
accurate and up-to-date is often haphazard and inefficient (Application, p. 3, 11. 16-21). 

Embodiments consistent with the invention address these difficulties through the use of a 
database of content management records that are linked to content items in a content-controlled 
database. The content management records are updated as their associated content items are 
processed through multiple stages of a content management process. Furthermore, the records 
are eventually updated to indicate when an associated content item has been "promoted", which 
results in the content item being made user accessible in the content-controlled database 
(Application, p. 4, 11. 1-12). 

Other embodiments consistent with the invention may implement additional functionality. 
For example, some embodiments may include a country review stage to review country-specific 
requirements (Application, p. 30, 11.8-16), an approval stage where a review is conducted by an 
individual having responsibility for all of the content in the database (Application, p. 19, 1. 30 to 
p. 20, 1. 8) and/or a develop stage where a content item is formatted for inclusion in the database 
(Application, p. 19, 11. 2-9). Some embodiments may also return content items to earlier stages 
in response to non-approval at a review stage (Application, p. 25, 11. 23-29). Some embodiments 
may promote an item by copying the item to a web server, which may additionally include 
copying to a staging server that is periodically synchronized with a production server 
(Application, p. 13, II. 3-1 1). Some embodiments may defer promotion of an item until a 
predetermined data, and promote the item once the current data matches the predetermined date 
(Application, p. 27, 11. 5-11). Still other embodiments may require a content item to undergo an 
update review process after the item has been promoted, and the date of the process may be 
controlled so that the process will be undertaken on a predetermined date (Application, p. 28, 
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11.1-19). In connection with an update review process, an author may be notified, and reminders 
may be provided to an author and/or a reviewer if no update review is completed in a timely 
manner (Application, p. 28, 1L 1-19). Furthermore, a content item may be demoted if an update 
review is not completed in time (Application, p. 28, U.l-19). Some embodiments may also 
define parent-child relationships between content items such that a review will be initiated on 
one item in response to modification to another item, e.g., based upon the items having different 
languages, regions, or countries (Application, p. 4, II. 25-30), or such that a child document may 
be automatically constructed from information associated with a parent item. 

VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPE AT . 
Claims 1-50 and 59 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 5,706,452 to Ivanov (hereinafter "Zvo/iov") in view of U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2002/0161597 to Klibaner (hereinafter "Klibaner"). 

VIL ARGUMENT 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's obviousness rejections of claims 1-39 
are not supported on the record, and that the rejections should be reversed. A prima facie 
showing of obviousness requires that the Examiner establish that the differences between a 
claimed invention and the prior art "are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art." 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Such a showing requires that all claimed features be disclosed or suggested 
by the prior art. Such a showing also requires objective evidence of the suggestion, teaching or 
motivation to combine or modify prior art references, as "[combining prior art references 
without evidence of such a suggestion, teaching or motivation simply takes the inventor's 
disclosure as a blueprint for piecing together the prior art to defeat patentability - the essence of 
hindsight." In re Dembiczak, 50USPQ2d 1614, 1617 (Fed. Cir. 1999)." 

Applicants respectfully submit that, in the instant case, the Examiner has failed to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness as to any of the pending claims, and as such, the 
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rejections should be reversed. Specific discussions of the non-obviousness of each of the 
aforementioned groups of claims are presented hereinafter. 

Independent Claim 1 

This claim generally recites a method of managing content in a content-controlled 
database. The method includes Unking a content management record to a content item to be 
incorporated into a content-controlled database. The content management record stores content 
management information associated with the content item. The method further includes 
processing the content item through a plurality of stages of a content management process, 
including updating the content management information stored in the content management record 
during each stage of the content management process, wherein the plurality of stages includes at 
least one review stage during which approval of the content item is obtained, and promoting the 
content item as a result of the content management process such that the content item is user 
accessible from the content-controlled database, including updating the content management 
information stored in the content management record to indicate that the content item has been 
promoted. 

In rejecting claim 1, the Examiner relies on Ivanov and Klibaner. Ivanov discloses a 
method for managing the evaluation of documents by a plurality of users. However, as 
acknowledged by the Examiner in 14 of the Final Office Action dated August 16, 2005, Ivanov 
does not disclose the promotion of content to make the content "user accessible" in a database, as 
is required by claim 1. Indeed, the passage that the Examiner relies upon to allegedly disclose 
approving content (at col. 26, line 30 to col. 27, line 12) relates to approval of a product proposal, 
and speaks nothing toward controlling access to the product proposal, or any other content, in a 
content-controlled database. Ivanov, at col. 26, lines 30-44 specifically states that the result of 
the review process is "a pass/fail collective verdict" (lines 35-36), or a process whereby lower 
ranking reviewers suggest approval or disapproval, but a final verdict is made by higher ranking 
reviewers (lines 38-40). The end result, however, is that a proposal is approved or rejected, but 
the accessibility of the proposal to users of a database is never modified in any fashion. 
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The Examiner instead relies on Klibemer, and specifically Fig. 1 and the passages at 
paragraphs [0025], [0048] and [0070], for allegedly disclosing confidentiality/ publishing 
functionality that Applicants assume the Examiner considers to be analogous to promoting 
content to make it user accessible in a database. 

It is important to note, however, that claim 1 specifically recites that the promotion of 
content is "as a result of the content management process", and further is done "such that the 
content item is user accessible from the content-controlled database." Klibaner neither discloses 
nor suggests any functionality analogous to these features. 

Klibaner merely discloses a collaborative method for establishing rules to be used in a 
dispute resolution process. To establish the rules, each party in a dispute is asked to provide their 
preferences for certain rules, regulations and procedures they would like to follow in the dispute 
resolution process. Where the preferences of the different parties match, those preferences are 
used. Where the preferences do not match, parties may be prompted to amend their preferences, 
or other procedures may be used to resolve the differences (paragraph [0014]). A list of the types 
of rules, regulations and procedures that may be used is provided in paragraphs [0038]-[0048]. 

The Examiner apparently focuses on one of these potential rules, found in paragraph 
[0048], captioned "decision can be published". Of note, however, this rule relates to whether the 
decision, once rendered by a neutral decision maker, can be published for others to view. There 
is nothing in the reference that suggests that the publication of a decision is in any way automated 
by the Klibaner system, or is in any way responsive to any content management process. Indeed, 
there is nothing in the reference that indicates that a decision document is ever stored in the 
Klibaner database, or is ever published from that system. Moreover, considering that a preferred 
embodiment uses the rule selections to generate a contract that is agreed upon by the parties once 
all rules are agreed upon, it is readily apparent that Klibaner does not contemplate using a 
selection of a "decision can be published" rule to mean anything more than indicating that, once a 
decision has been reached in a dispute, that decision can be published by the decision maker or 
by one of the parties at a later date. 

Claim 1 requires the promotion of a specific item of content as a result of a content 
management process that includes a stage whereby approval of the content item is obtained, 
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where such promotion renders the item accessible to users . The "decision can be published" rule 
in Klibaner that is relied upon by the Examiner falls far short of suggesting any of such features, 
since there is no suggestion in the reference that the rule is used programmatically to manage any 
content (if anything, the rule itself is part of the content). Only through the improper use of 
hindsight would one be motivated to read Klibaner to suggest that a "decision can be published 
rule" would ever be used for the purpose of programmatically changing user access rights to 
content in a content-controlled database as a result of "promoting" a content item. 

The Examiner also apparently focuses on paragraph [0070] of Klibaner, which discloses 
the publication of statistics regarding what rules are frequently chosen by parties to disputes. 
However, there is absolutely no nexus between the publication of statistics and any sort of 
content management process, or of any promotion or approval of content. Hie paragraph is silent 
as to how the statistics are published, or by what process publication of the statistics is 
authorized. 

It is also important to note that claim 1 also recites "updating the content management 
information stored in the content management record to indicate that the content item has been 
promoted" {emphasis added). The Examiner did not address this specific limitation in the 
rejection, however, since Ivanov does not disclose promoting a content item (as acknowledged by 
the Examiner), Ivanov similarly cannot be interpreted to disclose or suggest updating content 
information to indicate that a content item "has been" promoted. Klibaner, similarly does not 
disclose or suggest this feature. Indeed, the passage at paragraph [0048] of Klibaner, which the 
Examiner principally relies upon in connection with content promotion, refers to a "decision can 
be published" rule (emphasis added). While Applicants are of the belief that this rule does not 
even disclose or suggest promoting a content item to make it user accessible in a database, even 
if an assumption was made that Klibaner did suggest such promotion, Klibaner would be 
referring to the promotion of a content item that does not and could not even exist at the time the 
"promotion" occurs. Given that Klibaner is directed toward creating rules to use at the outset of 
a dispute resolution process, which necessarily occurs prior to the rendering of any decision, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the reference cannot be interpreted to disclose or suggest 
indicating that a content item "has been promoted." 
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The Examiner also argues, in |5 of the Final Office Action, that: 

Klibaner teaches a dispute resolution process incorporating various parties, as 
well as a database for holding content information. Klibaner teaches content may 
be available to all parties, or some parties, etc., as well as teaching levels of 
confidentiality and an option: "decision can be published". It is noted that the 
pending independent claims do not specifically require automation. In addition, 
Klibaner's notation of various [sic] document's and decisions for publication is a 
form of "promotion". Since disputes are often associated with legal action, 
publishing a resolution decision promotes said decision (and its history, etc.) for 
possible use in various future litigations, etc., much in the same way Federal 
Circuit case decisions influence the direction of future legal prosecution. 

In response to the Examiner's argument that the claims do not specifically require 
automation, Applicants respectfully disagree. With respect to independent claims 32, 50 and 59, 
the functions that the Examiner refers to are explicitly performed by programs or services. With 
respect to independent claim 1, the feature of "promoting" a content item is specifically "in 
response to [a] content management process," and includes the step of "updating the content 
management information stored in [a] content management record to indicate that [a] content 
item has been promoted." These features necessarily involve an automated process. 

In response to the Examiner's argument that Klibanefs disclosure of different levels of 
confidentiality, including the option that a decision can be published, corresponds to "promotion" 
since publication "promotes" a decision to be used in future litigations, Applicants submit that 
the Examiner has taken a definition of "promotion" that is different from that which would be 
understood by one of ordinary skill in the art reading Applicants 1 disclosure. 

Furthermore, as noted above, stating that a decision may be published in the future falls 
far short of disclosing or suggesting the promotion of a content item to make that content item 
user accessible in a content-controlled database, or the updating of a content management record 
to indicate that a content item "has been promoted." Indeed, the Examiner has apparently taken 
the position that a decision is a "content item," but by doing so, the Examiner appears to ignore 
the fact that claim 1 also requires that a content item have an associated content management 
record, and that the content management record be updated to indicate that its associated content 
item has been promoted. Decisions are not managed at all by the Klibaner system, but are rather 
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end results of a dispute resolution process that occurs after the Klibaner system has generated a 
contract for the parties to a dispute. There is simply no disclosure in the reference of tracking 
decisions, associating such decisions with content management records, or indicating in a content 
management record that an associated decision has been promoted to provide user access. 

Applicants therefore respectfully submit that Klibaner does not suggest modifying Ivanov 
in the manner suggested by the Examiner Neither reference appreciates that content may be 
promoted as a result of a content management process that includes approval of the content, or 
that any such promotion can be used to render the content user accessible. Nor does either 
reference appreciate that a content management record may be updated to indicate that its 
associated content has been promoted. Accordingly, the combination of Ivanov and Klibaner 
falls short of disclosing or suggesting claim 1. Applicants therefore respectfully submit that the 
claim 1 is novel and non-obvious over the prior art of record. Reversal of the Examiner's 
rejection of claim 1, and allowance of the claim, are therefore respectfully requested. 

Independent Claims 32 and 50 

Next, with respect to independent claims 32 and 50, each of these claims recite in part the 
concept of processing a content item through a plurality of stages of a content management 
process that includes at least one review stage during which approval of the content item is 
obtained, and promoting the content item as a result of the content management process such that 
the content item is user accessible from the content-controlled database. Each claim also recites 
the updating of a content management record to indicate that an associated content item has been 
promoted. As discussed above in connection with claim 1, this combination of features is not 
disclosed or suggested by Ivanov and Klibaner. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that each of these claims recites a program for performing 
each of the functions recited in the claim, including that of promoting a content item as a result 
of a content management process to make a content item accessible from a content-controlled 
database, and updating content management information to indicate that a content item has been 
promoted. Accordingly, the Examiner's arguments that the pending claims do not require 
automation is incorrect as to these particular claims. As noted above, there is no disclosure or 
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suggestion in either Ivanov or Klibaner of a program configured to promote a content item in a 
content-controlled database as a result of a content management process* 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 32 and 50 are novel and non- 
obvious over the prior art of record for the same reasons as presented above for claim 1, and for 
the additional reasons presented above. Reversal of the Examiner's rejections of claims 32 and 
SO, and allowance of the claims, are therefore respectfully requested. 

Independent Claim 59 

Claim 59 recites a method of providing a content management service for managing 
content in a content-controlled database. The method recites providing services for providing the 
various steps recited in claim 1. As the combination of steps recited in claim 1 are novel and 
non-obvious over the prior art of record for the reasons set forth above in connection with claim 
1, Applicants submit that the provision of services to perform these steps is likewise patentable 
over the art of record. 

Furthermore, similar to claims 32 and 50, claim 59 expressly recites computer- 
implemented functionality (i.e., services) for performing each of the functions recited in the 
claim, including that of promoting a content item as a result of a content management process to 
make a content item accessible from a content-controlled database, and updating content 
management information to indicate that a content item has been promoted. Accordingly, the 
Examiner's arguments that the pending claims do not require automation is also incorrect as to 
this particular claim. As noted above, there is no disclosure or suggestion in either Ivanov or 
Klibaner of a service configured to promote a content item in a content-controlled database as a 
result of a content management process. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 59 is novel and non-obvious over 
the prior art of record for the same reasons as presented above for claim 1, and for the additional 
reasons presented above. Reversal of the Examiner's rejection of claim 59, and allowance of the 
claim, are therefore respectfully requested. 
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Dependent Claims 2-12 and 33-38 

Claims 2-12 and 33-38 are not separately argued. 

Dependent Claim 13 

Claim 13 depends from claim 1, and additionally recites that "die plurality of stages 
includes a country review stage during which at least one country-related entity reviews the 
content item based upon country-specific requirements." In rejecting claim 13, the Examiner 
argues at page 4 of the Final Office Action that copyright laws are generally country-specific, and 
that Ivanov teaches copyright reviewers, citing coL 26, lines 59-64. While Applicants are not 
even sure that "copyright review" as used in Ivanov corresponds to reviewing content for 
compliance with copyright laws, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner is using 
hindsight to interpret copyright review to encompass reviewing content for country-specific 
requirements. As noted above, many web sites and other content-controlled databases are 
required to be made accessible in multiple countries, requiring the specific requirements of each 
of those countries to be taken into account. The Examiner is taking an excessively broad 
interpretation of the language in Ivanov — one that is necessarily reliant on hindsight. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 13 is non-obvious over the cited 
references, and reversal of the Examiner's rejection of the claim is respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claim 1$ 

Claim 14 depends from claim 1, and additionally recites that "the plurality of stages 
includes an approval stage during which a content manager having responsibility for all of the 
content in the content-controlled database reviews the content item." In rejecting claim 14, the 
Examiner groups the claim together with a number of other claims, without specifically 
addressing the particular limitations in the claim. Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure 
in either reference of an approval stage performed by a content manager having responsibility for 
"all of the content" in a content-controlled database. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit 
that the Examiner has failed to meet the burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness 
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as to claim 14. Reversal of the Examiner's rejection of the claim is therefore respectfully 
requested 

Dependent Claim 15 

Claim 15 depends from claim 1, and additionally recites that "the plurality of stages 
includes a develop stage during which the content item is formatted for inclusion in the content* 
controlled database." In rejecting claim 15, the Examiner groups the claim together with a 
number of other claims, without specifically addressing the particular limitations in the claim. 
Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either reference of a develop stage during 
which a content item is formatted for inclusion in a database. Given that Ivanov is directed to 
software proposals, there does not appear to be any disclosure in the reference for a review of 
how the content will be formatted, as is the concern for content incorporated into a web site or 
similar database where the presentation of the content is often as important as the content itself 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 15 is non-obvious over the cited 
references, and reversal of the Examiner's rejection of the claim is respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 16 and 39 

Claim 16, which is similar to claim 39, depends from claim 1, and additionally recites 
that "processing the content item through the content management process includes returning the 
content item to an earlier stage in the content management process in response to non-approval of 
the content item during the review stage." In rejecting claim 16, the Examiner groups the claim 
together with a number of other claims, without specifically addressing the particular limitations 
in the claim. Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either reference of returning a 
content item to an earlier stage in response to non-approval of that item. It should be noted that 
the workflow graphs of Ivanov (e.g., in Figs. 4-5) are not shown as ever feeding back to earlier 
stages, and that Ivanov expressly characterizes these graphs as being "feed forward" in nature 
{see, e.g., col. 9, lines 47-49). There is no disclosure in the reference of returning to an earlier 
stage in response to non-approval at a later stage. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit 
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that claims 16 and 39 axe non-obvious over the cited references, and reversal of the Examiner's 
rejections of the claims is respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 17-18 and 40 

Claims 17-18 and 40 are not separately argued. 

Dependent Claims 19 and 20 

Claim 19 depends from claim 1, and additionally recites that "promoting the content item 
includes copying the content item to a web server." Claim 20 depends from claim 19, and 
additionally recites that "copying the content item to the web server includes copying the content 
item to a staging server, the method further comprising copying the content item from the staging 
server to a production server automatically during automatic synchronization of the staging and 
production servers/ 1 In rejecting these claims, the Examiner takes the position that Klibaner 
discloses a web site drawing content from a database. However, claim 19 is not merely directed 
to a web server in the abstract the claim specifically refines the concept of "promotion" to 
incorporate the copying of a content item to a web server. Ivanov, as acknowledged by the 
Examiner, does not disclose promoting a content item, much less doing so by copying the content 
item to a web server. Furthermore, despite the fact that Klibaner discloses a web site, Klibaner 
does not disclose copying a content item to a web server. As discussed above in connection with 
claim 1, the Examiner has apparently taken the position that a "decision" is a content item, and 
Applicants can find no disclosure or suggestion in Klibaner to copy a decision to a web server in 
connection with "promoting" that decision. 

Similarly, with respect to claim 20, the Examiner does not even address this claim in the 
rejection. Nonetheless, the concept of a staging server, or the concept of synchronizing a staging 
server with a production server, are not even arguably disclosed or suggested by either reference. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 19 and 20 are non-obvious over 
the cited references, and reversal of the Examiner's rejections of the claims is respectfully 
requested. 
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Dependent Claims 21 and 41 

Claim 21 (which is similar to claim 41) depends from claim 1, and additionally recites 
"after approval of the content item, deferring promotion of the content item until a predetermined 
date identified in the content management record." In rejecting claim 21, the Examiner again 
groups the claim together with a number of other claims, without specifically addressing the 
particular limitations in the claim. Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either 
reference of deferring promotion of a content item until a predetermined date identified in a 
content management record. The cited passages in Ivanov 7 at col. 15, 1L 42-45 and col. 23, 11. 60- 
62, which the Examiner generically refers to as disclosing "recording specific dates," falls far 
short of performing any specific actions based upon dates that are recorded in a content 
management record. Moreover, the rale in Klibaner relating to a "decision can be published" 
does not specify any particular date for a decision to be published. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 21 and 41 are non-obvious over the cited references, and reversal 
of the Examinees rejections of the claims is respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 22 and 42 

Claim 22 (which is similar to claim 42) depends from claim 21, and additionally recites 
that "deferring promotion of the content item until the predetermined date identified in the 
content management record includes periodically comparing a current date against the 
predetermined date identified in the content management record after approval of the content 
item is obtained, and promoting the content item when the current date matches the 
predetermined date identified in the content management record." In rejecting claim 22, the 
Examiner again groups the claim together with a number of other claims, without specifically 
addressing the particular limitations in the claim. Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure 
in either reference of any periodic comparison of dates, much less doing so to determine when to 
promote a content item. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has 
failed to meet the burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness as to claims 22 and 
42. Reversal of the Examiner's rejections of the claims is therefore respectfully requested. 
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Dependent Claims 23-24 and 43 

Claim 23 depends from claim l t additionally recites "initiating an update review process 
after [a] content item has been promoted. 11 Claim 24 (which is similar to claim 43) additionally 
recites that "initiating the update review process includes notifying an author associated with the 
content item." Yet again, in rejecting these claims, the Examiner groups the claims together with 
a number of other claims, without specifically addressing the particular limitations in the claims. 
Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either reference of any update review process 
that is performed after a content item has been promoted , or of any notification of an author in 
connection with initiating an update review process. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the Examiner has failed to meet the burden of establishing a prima facie case of 
obviousness as to claims 23-24 and 43. Reversal of the Examiner's rejections of the claims is 
therefore respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 25 and 44 

Claim 25 (which is similar to claim 44) depends from claim 23, and additionally recites 
"after promotion of [a] content item, periodically comparing a current date with an update review 
date identified in the content management record, wherein initiating the update review process is 
performed in response to the current date matching the update review date identified in the 
content management record." In rejecting claim 25, the Examiner again groups the claim 
together with a number of other claims, without specifically addressing the particular limitations 
in the claim. Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either reference of any periodic 
comparison of dates, much less doing so to determine when to initiate an update review process. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to meet the burden of 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness as to claims 25 and 44, Reversal of the 
Examiner's rejections of the claims is therefore respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 26-27 and 45 

Claim 26 depends from claim 23, additionally recites that "initiating the update review 
process includes reminding the author a time period after the update review process has been 
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initiated if the update review process has not yet been completed." Claim 27 is similar to claim 
26, but recites reminding a reviewer, and claim 45 recites reminding either an author or a 
reviewer. Yet again, in rejecting these claims, the Examiner groups the claims together with a 
number of other claims, without specifically addressing the particular limitations in the claims. 
Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either reference of notifying an author or a 
reviewer of a need to perform an update review process if that process has not yet been 
completed. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to meet the 
burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness as to claims 26-27 and 45. Reversal of 
the Examiner's rejections of the claims is therefore respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 28 and 46 

Claim 28 (which is similar to claim 46) depends from claim 23, and additionally recites 
that "initiating the update review process includes initiating demotion of the content item a time 
period after the update review process has been initiated if the update review process has not yet 
been completed. 1 ' In rejecting claim 28, the Examiner again groups the claim together with a 
number of other claims, without specifically addressing the particular limitations in the claim. 
Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either reference of any automated "demotion" 
of a content item after an update review process has been initiated but not yet completed. 
Klibcmer, which the Examiner argues discloses promotion of a content item via the "decision can 
be published" rule, does not include any functionality for "unpublishing" a decision once 
published, which at a minimum would be required if the Examiner's interpretation of Klibaner is 
taken at face value. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 28 and 46 are non- 
obvious over the cited references, and reversal of the Examiner's rejections of the claims is 
respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 29 and 47 

Claim 29 (which is similar to claim 47) depends from claim 1, and additionally recites 
that "the content item is a parent content item," and recites the additional feature of 
"automatically initiating a review of a child content item linked to the parent content item in 
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response to modification of the parent content item." In rejecting claim 29, the Examiner again 
groups the claim together with a number of other claims, without specifically addressing the 
particular limitations in the claim. Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either 
reference of any parent-child relationship between content items, much less any initiation of a 
review on one content item based upon a relationship with another item being modified. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to meet the burden of 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness as to claims 29 and 47. Reversal of the 
Examiner's rejections of the claims is therefore respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 30 and 48 

Claim 30 (which is similar to claim 48) depends from claim 29, and additionally recites 
that "the parent content is associated with at least one of a first country, a first region, and a first 
language," and that "the child content item is associated with at least one of a second country, a 
second region, and a second language.' 1 In rejecting claim 30, the Examiner again groups the 
claim together with a number of other claims, without specifically addressing the particular 
limitations in the claim. Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either reference of any 
parent-child relationship between content items where the content items are associated with 
different countries, regions or languages. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
Examiner has failed to meet the burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness as to 
claims 30 and 48, Reversal of the Examiner's rejections of the claims is therefore respectfully 
requested. 

Dependent Claims 31 and 49 

Claim 31 (which is similar to claim 49) depends from claim 29, and additionally recites 
that "the content management document is a parent content management document," and 
additionally recites "building a child content management document linked to the child content 
item using at least a portion of the content management information in the parent content 
management document." In rejecting claim 31, the Examiner again groups the claim together 
with a number of other claims, without specifically addressing the particular limitations in the 
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claim. Nonetheless, Applicants can find no disclosure in either reference of any parent-child 
relationship between content items, or of any functionality for building a child content 
management document from information in another document Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to meet the burden of establishing a prima facie 
case of obviousness as to claims 31 and 49. Reversal of the Examiner's rejections of the claims 
is therefore respectfully requested. 



In conclusion, Applicants respectfully request that the Board reverse the Examiner's 
rejections of claims 1-50 and 59, and that the Application be passed to issue. If there are any 
questions regarding the foregoing, please contact the undersigned at 513/241-2324. Moreover, if 
any other charges or credits are necessary to complete this communication, please apply them to 
Deposit Account 23-3000. 



VIIL CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 




WOOD, 




2700 Carew Tower 
441 Vine Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
(513) 241-2324 - Telephone 
(513) 241-6234 - Facsimile 



Scott A. Stinebruner 
Reg. No. 38,323 
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Claims Appendix: Claims on Appeal 09/871920 

IX. CLAIMS APPENDIX: CLAIMS ON APPEAL fS/N 09/871.920) 

1 . (Original) A method of managing content in a content-controlled database, the 
method comprising: 

(a) linking a content management record to a content item to be incorporated 
into a content-controlled database, the content management record storing content 
management information associated with the content item; 

(b) processing the content item through a plurality of stages of a content 
management process, including updating the content management information stored in 
the content management record during each stage of the content management process, 
wherein the plurality of stages includes at least one review stage during which approval of 
the content item is obtained; and 

(c) promoting the content item as a result of the content management process 
such that the content item is user accessible from the content-controlled database, 
including updating the content management information stored in the content 
management record to indicate that the content item has been promoted. 

2. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the content management record comprises 
a groupware document. 

3. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein linking the content management record to 
the content item includes storing an identifier for the content item in the content management 
record. 

4. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein linking the content management record to 
the content item includes storing an identifier for the content management record in the content 
item. 
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Claims Appendix: Claims on Appeal 09/871,920 

5. (Original) The method of claim 1, further comprising storing content management 
information from the content management document in the content item. 

6. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein storing content management information 
in the content item comprises generating meta data and adding the meta data to the content item. 

7. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the content management record is further 
linked to a second content item in the content-controlled database. 

8. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the content-controlled database comprises 
a web site accessible via the Internet. 

9. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein updating the content management 
information stored in the content management record during each stage of the content 
management process includes updating a status in the content management record that is 
associated with a current stage of the content management process. 

10. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of stages includes a draft 
stage during which an author inputs content management information into the content 
management record. 

11. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of stages includes a topic 
review stage during which at least one topic owner associated with a topic reviews the content 
item based upon such topic. 

12. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of stages includes a legal 
review stage during which at least one legal entity reviews the content item based upon legal 
requirements. 
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Claims Appendix: Claims on Appeal 09/871,920 

13. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of stages includes a country 
review stage during which at least one country-related entity reviews the content item based upon 
country-specific requirements. 

14. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of stages includes an 
approval stage during which a content manager having responsibility for all of the content in the 
content-controlled database reviews the content item. 

15. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of stages includes a develop 
stage during which the content item is formatted for inclusion in the content-controlled database. 

16. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein processing the content item through the 
content management process includes returning the content item to an earlier stage in the content 
management process in response to non-approval of the content item during the review stage. 

17. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the content management process is 
performed by a group of entities, wherein selected entities are responsible for various stages of 
the content management process, and wherein processing the content item through the content 
management process includes, at each stage in the content management process, notifying the 
entity responsible for such stage. 

18. (Original) The method of claim 17, wherein notifying each entity comprises sending 
such entity an electronic message. 

19. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein promoting the content item includes 
copying the content item to a web server. 

20. (Original) The method of claim 19, wherein copying the content item to the web 
server includes copying the content item to a staging server, the method further comprising 
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copying the content item from the staging server to a production server automatically during 
automatic synchronization of the staging and production servers, 

21. (Original) The method of claim 1, further comprising, after approval of the content 
item, deferring promotion of the content item until a predetermined date identified in the content 
management record. 

22. (Once Amended) The method of claim 21, wherein deferring promotion of the 
content item until the predetermined date identified in the content management record includes; 

(a) periodically comparing a current date against the predetermined date 
identified in the content management record after approval of the content item is 
obtained; and 

(b) promoting the content item when the current date matches the 
predetermined date identified in the content management record. 

23. (Original) The method of claim 1, further comprising initiating an update review 
process after the content item has been promoted 

24. (Original) The method of claim 23, wherein initiating the update review process 
includes notifying an author associated with the content item. 

25. (Original) The method of claim 23, further comprising, after promotion of the 
content item, periodically comparing a current date with an update review date identified in the 
content management record, wherein initiating the update review process is performed in 
response to the current date matching the update review date identified in the content 
management record. 

26. (Once Amended) The method of claim 23, wherein initiating the update review 
process includes reminding the author a time period after the update review process has been 
initiated if the update review process has not yet been completed. 
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27. (Once Amended) The method of claim 23, wherein initiating the update review 
process includes reminding a reviewer a time period after the update review process has been 
initiated if the update review process has not yet been completed. 

28. (Once Amended) The method of claim 23, wherein initiating the update review 
process includes initiating demotion of the content item a time period after the update review 
process has been initiated if the update review process has not yet been completed. 

29. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the content item is a parent content item, 
the method further comprising automatically initiating a review of a child content item linked to 
the parent content item in response to modification of the parent content item, 

30. (Original) The method of claim 29, wherein the parent content is associated with at 
least one of a first country, a first region, and a first language, and wherein the child content item 
is associated with at least one of a second country, a second region, and a second language. 

31. (Original) The method of claim 29, wherein the content management document is a 
parent content management document, the method further comprising building a child content 
management document linked to the child content item using at least a portion of the content 
management information in the parent content management document 

32. (Once Amended) An apparatus, comprising: 

(a) a memory; 

(b) a content management record resident in the memory, the content 
management record linked to a content item in a content-controlled database, the content 
management record storing content management information associated with the content 
item; and 

(c) a program tangibly embodied on a computer executable medium, 
configured to process the content item through a plurality of stages of a content 
management process that includes at least one review stage during which approval of the 
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content item is obtained, and to update the content management information stored in the 
content management record during each stage of the content management process, 
wherein the program is further configured to promote the content item as a result of the 
content management process such that the content item is user accessible from the 
content-controlled database, and to update the content management information stored in 
the content management record to indicate that the content item has been promoted. 

33. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the content management record 
comprises a groupware document, and wherein the program comprises a groupware application. 

34. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the program is configured to link the 
content management record to the content item by storing an identifier for at least one of the 
content item and content management record in the other of the content item and content 
management record, and wherein the program is configured to store content management 
information from the content management document in the content item. 

35. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the content-controlled database 
comprises a web site accessible via the Internet, the apparatus further comprising a content 
management database within which is stored the content management record, the content 
management database having resident therein a plurality of content management records, each of 
which linked to at least one content item from the content-controlled database. 

36. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the program is configured to update 
the content management information stored in the content management record during each stage 
of the content management process by updating a status in the content management record that is 
associated with a current stage of the content management process. 

37. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the plurality of stages includes at least 
one of a draft stage, an approval stage and a develop stage, wherein during the draft stage an 
author inputs content management information into the content management record, during the 
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approval stage a content manager having responsibility for all of the content in the content- 
controlled database reviews the content item, and during the develop stage the content item is 
formatted for inclusion in the content-controlled database. 

38. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the plurality of stages includes at least 
one of a topic review stage, a legal review stage, and a country review stage, wherein during the 
topic review stage at least one topic owner associated with a topic reviews the content item based 
upon such topic, during the legal review stage at least one legal entity reviews the content item 
based upon legal requirements, and during the country review stage at least one country-related 
entity reviews the content item based upon country-specific requirements. 

39. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the program is configured to process 
the content item through the content management process by returning the content item to an 
earlier stage in the content management process in response to non-approval of the content item 
during the review stage. 

40. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the content management process is 
performed by a group of entities, wherein selected entities are responsible for various stages of 
the content management process, and wherein the program is configured to process the content 
item through the content management process by, at each stage in the content management 
process, notifying the entity responsible for such stage by sending the entity an electronic 
message. 

41. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the program is further configured to, 
after approval of the content item, defer promotion of the content item until a predetermined date 
identified in the content management record. 

42. (Once Amended) The apparatus of claim 41, wherein the program is configured to 
defer promotion of the content item by periodically comparing a current date against the 
predetermined date identified in the content management record after approval of the content 
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item is obtained and promoting the content item when the current date matches the 
predetermined date identified in the content management record. 

43. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the program is further configured to 
initiate an update review process after the content item has been promoted by notifying an author 
associated with the content item. 

44. (Original) The apparatus of claim 43, wherein the program is further configured to, 
after promotion of the content item, periodically compare a current date with an update review 
date identified in the content management record, and to initiate the update review process in 
response to the current date matching the update review date identified in the content 
management record. 

45. (Once Amended) The apparatus of claim 43, wherein the program is further 
configured to remind at least one of the author and a reviewer a time period after the update 
review process has been initiated if the update review process has not yet been completed. 

46. (Once Amended) The apparatus of claim 43, wherein the program is further 
configured to initiate demotion of the content item a time period after the update review process 
has been initiated if the update review process has not yet been completed. 

47. (Original) The apparatus of claim 32, wherein the content item is a parent content 
item, and wherein the program is further configured to automatically initiate a review of a child 
content item linked to the parent content item in response to modification of the parent content 
item. 

48. (Original) The apparatus of claim 47, wherein the parent content is associated with 
at least one of a first country, a first region, and a first language, and wherein the child content 
item is associated with at least one of a second country, a second region, and a second language. 

- A~8- 

PAGE 30/32 * RCVD AT 2/16/2008 4:50:29 PM {Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/31 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:513 241 0234 * DURATION (mm-ss): 12-10 



FEE-16-2006. 17:33 



513 241 6234 



513 241 6234 P. 



Claims Appendix: Claims on Appeal 09/871,920 

49. (Original) The apparatus of claim 47, wherein the content management document is 
a parent content management document, and wherein the program is further configured to build a 
child content management document linked to the child content item using at least a portion of 
the content management information in the parent content management document. 

50. (Once Amended) A program product, comprising: 

(a) a program configured to process a content item from a content-controlled 
database by processing the content item through a plurality of stages of a content 
management process that includes at least one review stage during which approval of the 
content item is obtained, and updating content management information associated with 
the content item and stored in a content management record linked to the content item 
during each stage of the content management process, wherein the program is further 

. configured to promote the content item as a result of the content management process 
such that the content item is user accessible from the content-controlled database, and to 
update the content management information stored in the content management record to 
indicate that the content item has been promoted; and 

(b) a computer readable medium bearing the program. 

51. -58. (Canceled). 

59. (Added) A method of providing a content management service for managing content 
in a content-controlled database, the method comprising: 

(a) providing a service for linking a content management record to a content 
item to be incorporated into a content-controlled database, the content management 
record storing content management information associated with the content item; 

(b) providing a service for processing the content item through a plurality of 
stages of a content management process, wherein the service for processing the content 
item is configured to update the content management information stored in the content 
management record during each stage of the content management process, wherein the 
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plurality of stages includes at least one review stage during which approval of the content 

item is obtained; and 

(c) providing a service for promoting the content item as a result of the 
content management process such that the content item is user accessible from the 
content-controlled database, including updating the content management information 
stored in the content management record to indicate that the content item has been 
promoted. 
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